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bf>osinod i cu I ly with the eritry of ins itut ions of 
tnvji^tir^ educdti on into the field of teacher ndi!Ci^tiot\, 
skeptics htjvij issued tlu; chnlleru)^! "£ilLl "t'^^' univer- 
sity ef f ect i ve I y pr^cpor^? tciLichers?" More and nior(^ 
frequently in the Itist deccide the answer from sehool- 
me n out side 1 1 \ e i v or y t: owe r s - anil e ven from a few 
ht-retics within - has beer> a resour)dintj "No!""' 

The issue curi be ar^cjue^J botfi f)h i losophical ly and 

ernf) i r i ca I I y , but it is the latter mode which is accord-" 

ed v)r't:aten credibility in today's soci(}ty - as witness 

the NC/\TL btandaruis for the accreditation of tecicher 
2 

eductit i on • 

however, examination of tlie university's vio-^ 
bility in pr^e-service tcacfier education on an empiri- 
cal L^asis requires more tfian a frantic token istic re- 
sponse to f>ressures from witfiout. It necessitates a 
cot^t i ruious sear^ch for obse rvab I e , si gn i f i cant , and 
cons i stent cor t^e I at i on s bet ween what occurs unde r the 
d i rect i on of co I I eges of t cache r e ducat i on and va I id 
measures of in-service teactnnc). Tfiis is a task com- 
pounded by numerous comp I ex i 1 1 es of (^es i nn and i mp I e- 
met^tatiot^, not the least of wlu cli f^as beet\ the ex- 
clusivity wh i ct\ in the past has been bestowecJ upon the 
experimental model in the design of evaluation efforts. 



It is thus <\ tiisk rrecujcntly cWx>iJecl \\) colK><|(»s oT 
cduciitiotw llowcjvcr, <.lcsfnto the d i f I' i cii 1 1: i os cunl nm- 
bi'juiticii inlurcint: in t\\o vvtyturo, it nuist l^ci otttMnpi:- 
ed» Too lonti unoccopted by teucher educiitors luis been 
tfie belief that evdlu^ition, the ju^ocess of' i n f'or mcit i on 
cjiit hr r i ru] Tor a i d i nt] euul ciln^tt i nt; dec: i s i or^-^ioak i ru], 
niuist bc^etjmc as ir^tccjrtil a port oT curMMcuUim is 
i n s t r ijct i ot\ • lrittic]rity connot be achieved in ci 
leiiclier ediK:citior\ prM>9r*ain witliout the ii\clusi<M\ of 
tin two I Uci t i un component. 

In recent yciors cjrowinc] awnrcness of this need 
luis led to iin exf)ansioj) of reseorch-^evo ! uut i jn efforts 
within nuiner ous t eoclier educut i on i nst i t ut i oi\s . ^ 
Findirujs I'roni such studies are rnnkiru] it possible to 
map, olthoutjl^ perluips as yet in incomplete ntuJ cloudy 
I'orrn, the re I nt i or^sh i ps between currMCulum (.itisic^n and 
i rrip I einentc^t i on , between pr'ocess eind f^roijuct, in e^icli 
of these institutional settiru]s. Tl^ese findirujs, 
while often iu)t c)ene rvi I i l> I e , are of vo I ue in su<j- 
cjestii^g potetitially productive avenues of investi^^^- 
t i on for otl^cr i st i t ut i on s to consider in cc^nceptu- 
alizing and modify inc) their own evaluation proceciures. 

The study r^eported here represents one segment 
of this expinndinc] evaluation effort. 
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I nt r oduct i on to the Stuciy 

To meet tlie cj^owijuj comp I ex i t i c^s of ptM^paiMng 
teaclu?r*s to 1'unction more effectively in e Vcjriety of 
roles dtid contexts ^ rriciny educot i orui I tlieor i s t s fiove 
re conunonded t\\^ ihcrccisiru) i^umb^er of direct cxpciMences 
be i ricor^porrtted into tlie professional eciucation se- 
t}Uence of tcc^clior education pr^o^jrarns . Tl^c traditional 
stucient tevicluny exf^er i ence ^ it is hypothesized is 
botli too I iiiiited and too late^ perhaps necessary but 
certain 'y not sufficient to briny tlie pre-service 
teaclier into frequent and recurring contact with re- 
ality so thtJt he mcjy botli demonstrate a commitment 
to and a prof i c i ency 1'on cont i nued profess i ona I cjrowtl) 

The inability of studer\ts to transfer tlieory into 
practice without opportunities to act in real situations 
and r^eflect upor^ tlie consequences of those actii)ns - 
i other words to r^istructure experience - is a common 
p rob I em re cogn i zevJ bot h by teacher educators and by 
teacher educat i on students . 

In response to tfiis apparent need^ tlie Methods 
txporience Project was origiriated in the Collef]e 
Lducation at Bowlincj Green State University as an 
a ! ter^nat i ve to the trad it i ona I campus-centered methods 
courses required of pr ospect i ve e I ement «i ry teaclie r s at 



t lid t i rist i tut i on . Ivnthor ttiun onr o I I in cuicti met hods 
course as a sepur^te unit^ students con complete all 
t\\e i r mutfunis courst^s Jur i ru] one quurtt^r • Our i nn th i s 
qucjrter tdey spend three dcws of each week i t\ one of 
several port i c i pt i nc) schools; on the fM^mcn'ninci two cJuys 
of tlie school week they return to carnnus for r'ec]ulcU'ly 
schedu I ed c I i3sses w i th euch of the i r methods i nstruc- 
tor s • Ti^e uw i ver^s ity f ocu I ty members work i k i th 
tl^ese students visit pul)l ic scl\ool classrooms durinc) 
the week^ ol)servt? tt»e i r students' tedchinc] behaviors^ 
dnd attempt to u i d students in copiru"} with the (lemands 
of euch unique teoch i rui^ I t^orn i ruj situc.tion as well <is 
in becomir>9 proficient in a pcjrticuhir area of instruc- 
t i ot\ . 

In theory, tlie approijch being undertaken at 
Bowlintj Green appeared to be warranted. flrnp i r i ca I I y ^ 
however^ it remained to be tested. 

The Prob I em 

Tf)e specific f)r'oblem with wliich this evaluation 
study was concerned was tlie i iJent i f i cat i on and de- 
scription of tl\e nature and direction of possible 
changes \\\ selected elements of pre-service tc-^acher 
beliavior which occur during participation \n methods 
courses and the r e I at i or^sh i p of tliese cluincjes to 
teach iny behavior. Also of concert) was the 
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effectiveness of (iiflercMit i nl.c* Ven t i on mocio 1 s in 
ol icitinc) bc^liavioral chtirUH''- 

Tlie cjuest i ons cuidr"osse<i in t\\c stueiy represent h 
recoyn i t i on of the need to cxtun i no t: ont i nuou s I y the 
processes and outcomes of tccicher ei^ucdtion pronrcms 
i n re I v<t i on to the purposes they i\rv, i nt cMide d to si? r ve 
in order 1 hiive i ncrcti s i ng I y vcilid irjformntion upon 
Vvhich to bose di»c i s i on-nujk i ru^ in the improvement of 
such pr^'oijr tims • 

The objective's of this evvH uot i on inquiry were 
^xp I ore the noture and extent of chnncjes occur- 

r i ncj in selected ideographic ond nornothetic dimensior^s 
t l^ought to be d i nect I y re I oted to teoch i nc^ beiiav i or ^ 
{2 ) tlie extent of cliant^e occurr i ru) i n teach i ru] heliav i or 
( 3 j the re I tit i onsh i p of va r i ut ions in se I ect ed i deo- 
c-iraphic awd nornotlictic dimensions to teciclunn behavior^ 
iind (^4) the effectiveness of ecacfi intervention moiie I 
us d tcmporcjry system i"or eliciting beliavioral chcinge 

. . 7 
in pdrt I c I f:>dnts • 

The Keseopch-tva I uat i on Desicjn 

A hear i st i c des i gn was emp I oyt?d based upon the 
assumpt i on thot the que st i ons wh i ch will y i I d t he 
"best'' information are not yet fully known — the 
intent was to probe a number of potent ia My productive 
cweimeS of i nvest i gvit i on so os "to obtain a more 
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occurvjte r*eprc"sc»ntrit i on oi" rt^al ity ond to mininizc* the 
d i st Drt i or» wliich is likely to occur in tlx* s i nip I i 1' i co - 
tion of r*colity (M^tcli|c^^ in the i inf^ I (Mnont ot i on of a 

8 

l\ i c)h I y cont ro I I eel exj^ur i men \u\ I des i c^n , " 

Tlie i deocjr .iph i c or pc i^s on - or" i ent W v o rM\i h I r s to 

i)v i nv est i c)iiteH wer^i* ope r^ii t i ofui I I > defined as scores 

on the i3-bCcU c ^ i\ men sure of openness vs, closedness^ 
JO 

the I "L >;ca I e , i\ uieijsuri' ot c|( riero I i ::ed t xf^ectoric i es 

lor intc*rnol or (»xterniU control of reinforcement^ cind 

tlu: lOl^F , i\ mciisure of personality troits, Nomottu^tic 

or r-ol e-or i tinted \'c^r i db I tiji were opero t i ono I i zed throuni) 

scoru^s ol>tiM ned \jpon two nieosurM»s of rM)|e conflict 

developed for usi^ i ji tliis study; I nv e nt oi"v I , a measure 

ot- situational r*ole conflict^ ciruj f nvent o ry I I ^ a 

12 

measure ot personal role conflict. Teocliinc^ behavior 

uas defined as scorH?s on the Te aclii nn Situation React i on 

1 est ^ a measurt? o1' a four" dimensional construct of 

teach incj performance, and teacfiituj attitu<1e by the 

14 

jvl i nnesotg 1 eacher* Att i t ucie I nventory ^ n meo sure of 
ottitvides sl^own to be related to effective, student- 
teaclier re I at i or .sli i p)S . 

Subjects werui 157 (Htinrentnry education majors 
eru^olled in tlje Col I (iye of llducatit)n at Bowlin<] Green 
6tat e IJn i ve rs i t y , S i xt y-s i x oi' t lie s ub jocts r(Mna i ned 
in tlie t rcid i t i or\a I re aether e ducat i on course secjuence • 
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Thes lire Jesiyruitod c^s Group IV tind rcpreseiit all the 
c i orniMit: tir^y t?duc*)tion rucijors enrol IcmJ in tlu^oe sections 
of one rnetlioi^s course liurMncj owe ^.jwor^tor'. Most of 
tlvesc! Btudef^ts wcmm.; concvjrront I y enrol li'd in nt It^nst 
one otlu^r rnctlioJs croursc or hoiJ connltMed one or more 
such C()U/\sc.s. 

N i iu?ty ~-of}(; ot the stude/)ts were erif^olled in the 
optiohtil ol'Kerint}^ the Metliodn txpef^ence ProJ(^ct^ for 
which tl\ey had vo I nntcer^ed. These students vv€ire di- 
vii.k:d i rto 1:tirce c)^^<^^JP^ eacli of wliich wns nssic]ne(^ to 
cKiSsroorns in a different eltMnentney school in n 
neor-by urbon sclmol systtMn. They are dt!sic)noted as 
Group I (N = 3SJ, Group II (N = 3o), and Grunjp Mi (N-=17)- 

f^re-tt^-st and post-test ol)se r^va t i ons wer^e made foi^ 
ccicli of the variiibles irulicated alcove. Analysis of 
data was f)tM^forme.d utilizing one and t\vo-woy analysis 
ot variiu\ce^ t-tests, and analysis of covariar^ce. 
Cr itical s i tjn i f i cance level was set at <^.05. 

F i nd i nt}s 

Initial U i " ^"f erences amoac] Groups . Only t:wo ini- 
tial d i f fer^ences of s i c]n i f i cance were appariMit arnontl the 
four groups. Gr^oup IV scored significantly lower on 
Farto!" M of the lOPF tl>an did Groups I or II. Tlie 
mean for tlie total MEP group was also s i gn i f i Ccint I y 



I ov^t^r thdn tluit ol' ^iroup IV, Sincc^ this fcictt^r lios 

^jctuMM I i ztJij ttuiclunt, of 1 ect i voness , it nppoars thot 
ttui MEC^ student:s mi\y lujve been initial ly more per- 
soiu, I i st i cu I I y suitcui to tocicfiiru] ttian the? students 
ulio rumoiruui on comf>us, 

liowevcir, t^r^oup II of the Metliods (-xpi'rienco Project 
deinonst rot ed less positive attitude towurd trocliifU) 
ot the outset of the iiuarttjp than did either Group 

I or II, Neither tfie Group II mean nor the mt»i.^n of 
the coml;inod scofM»s of the MtP cjr^oups differ»creii sic}- 
nificantly from that of tlie Campus nroup, 

U i f f fc r enccs u i t lii n GrM:)ups , At the close of the 
perioii of intervention. Group I sliowed less nutfiori- 
tctriarMsm tuui reflected tnore "astuteness and worldli- 
ness (Factor N) than was initially demonst rotod. 
Group I I sliowed no clujn^^'s of any significance on any 
of tlie i deoc)raf>h i c vari cables by tlie end of the ten 
weeks. Group III displayed a cluuu^e in Factor M 
toward the positive "advent urovis, tluck-sk irincd, 
socially bold" pole. Group IV also became less author- 
itarian and in addition demonstroted increased matur- 

10 

I I y a n c j e g o s t r e n gt h , 

Botli Group I and II showed a heightening of per- 
sonal ^role cofiflict but Group Ml registered no sig- 
nificant cfiange. In coritrast. Group IV sliowed no 



9 

cliange \\\ personal ro\v, conflict but doinonst tinted a 
lesj^eniny in situational ly piinceived role conFI i ct ■ 

There Kos no significant chanc]^ registered by 
any of tlie groups in teacbing beluTvior, and only Gr^oup 
I I sliovved a change i n teacli i ng att i tude , a move toward 
t he pos i t i ve ■ 

17 

F i ruH L3 i f f er^ences Among Groups , In comparison 

to both Gr^oup I and Group IV, Gr^oup II was more closed 
at the ter rn i na t i ori of the intervention period; bo\N'ever, 
no sign ii'i cant differ^ences existeii fujtween the total 
MLP group and tlie Campus group on this variable. Group 
I was s i gn i f i carit I y different from all otiier groups on 
Factor N in tlie direction of greater "astuteness, 
wor I d I i t^ess , and sl>r e wdness , " while Group II was sig- 
nificantly liiglier than Group IV on Factor 0 described 
as "assured, placid, secure and complacent.". 

Tlie MEi^ groups collectively and singly reflected 
both greater situatiorial r^:) I e conflict and personal 
role conflict tlian did Group IV. 

No d i f f er^er^ces were observed in teacliing beluivior 
among any of tlie gr^oups, but the MEP groups developed 
a more positive attitucie toward teaching than did the 
Campus group. 
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D i scuss i on 

From this explorator^y effort tfier^e is clear indi- 
cation tliat the extent ol' r^o I e con f I i ct perceived and 
experienced by subjects in t\\e MEP groups differed 
considerably from tluit associated witfi pa r^t i c i pat i on 
in the C<impus yi^oup. But there is little support to 
be found for tfie cont^ention that either the MEP models 
or the Campus model appreciably affected tlio ideocjraph 
variables ol>served or the teacfiing behavior of tfiese 
subjects. Ar\d tliere is only weak suppor-'t for the 
efficacy of the MEP models in effecting cfiange in 
teaclwng attitude; in fact, this support is derived 
primarily tfirouoh the influence of the charxge ex- 
iubited within one MEP group. 

Thus the null hypothesis appears more tenable - 
that neither i r\tervent i or^ mode I liad any extensive 
effect upon ti\ese subjects either in terms of their 
porsorui I oiMentation or their teaching behavior and 
attitude; tlu'it, in fact, this component of the teacher 
eductition pr^ogram did little if a(\ytliiny to produce 
effect i ve teacfu^-rs. 

However, at this point, it wou i ij be unwise to 
accept that liypothesis as ti^c primary outcome of the 
eva I uat i on ■ F i r st attent i on shou I d be g i ven to a 
number of provocative questions wluch emerged from 
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furtl\c:r cxcirn i ruit i on of tlui (Jata orul wfiich sut]C)ost 
odd it i onu I concerrus and a I tc*rruite cxp I onal: i ons for 
the 1' indincjs ru^ported. 

KccornnuuiJo t i oriss for f- urt her' St udy 

I ntiMM\ci I i ty-C.xte rMuU i ty , Of spociul iiitetu^st in 
the dcito c)utl\er*ev] in this stvidy x-^i^re the hi^)l^ mi^nns of 
tfie scones of four c)roups of these prospective 

elementary teacluM^s on the measure of genertilized ex- 
pectcMicies of control of reinforcement. These scores 
represent cons i dei^nb I y yreciter externality tluui tfiat 
reported for' tlie VtUMous populations studied by [.otter. 
Kurtlu;prnore , scores on tlu^ I *L Scale for tfiese subjects 
sfiowed no significant cfianyc^s over time for any of the 
c^roups suggest inc) this is possibly a very stable trait 
or at least ofie unaffected by the intervention models 
app lied fie re • 

These observations indicating a tendency toward 
exterfiality may be of importance upon at least three 
considerations: (IJ Scor^cs on the I Sea I e for this. 
stu(jy were negatively corr^elated with scores on the 
TSkT tfius offering support for the existc!nce of a 
re I at i onsh i p o1- this variable to the demonstrat i on 
of effective teaching behavior. (2) Rotter has 
indicc)tt;d ttiat subjects high in extccna I i ty mny 



be li^ss r(.rspons i vc» to cduciitivc* influences, there- 
fore, bucli subjects riic^y be less rH'fi^cted by fujrposive 
i nst r\jct i orui I efforts tluH^ wovj I d sut>Jects more internal 
in their <?xpecttinc i es for control of reinforcement, and 
(3j if i nternn I i t y-exter ruj I i ty is h critical vnricible 
in cietcrrt) i not i on of t tuicti i ntj bctitiv i or on<] (jt t i t ude , 
then selectiori of students occordiruj to this vnrioble 
ond/or focus intj i nst ruct i onn I efforts upon effect incj 
cfianc)o in this vuriable would bv supportable proetices 
in tciicher eciucution curricuica* 

fffects of Intervention upon Teticliiru^ Reha\ ior « 
The apparent luck of ctionoe in teochiruj behavior anci 
attitutic as ir>dicatcd in this evaluation caruiot and, 
of course, sliouUI not be iynoreiJ. But the fact that 
few significant (^ifferences were found on these var- 
iables sliould not be taken to mean that intervention 
was necessarily unsuccessful. Before absence or 
prtisence ol chant}e can be used as the basis for' mak i nc) 
inferences about tl^e effect of i ntervent i oi^ , it may 
be germane to draw attention to the fact that final 
obsi^ rvat i ons wore taken immediately fol lowing tlie 
close of the intervention period. The actual effects 
of experiences uncJergone in a teacher ediication pro- 
cjram may be syner^gistic in nature; changes may not 
appear until tfie subjects are subsequently observed 
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n\ dii" Ferment cofitexts. 

There is niso, of contuse, t\\e alterMinte rxpltuui- 
tioti tluit tUc i !i rvjrncnl s Vvlvich vviiPt- lJtilizo<^ w^rc not 
sun^itiN'c t«,> the clunujes which d i occnrr, 

Some suf^port for tlicsc possibilities, tht* tielciyed 

tippeorurice of ciiscerrubic Jiffererices as well i^s the 

i MOf^proprM iitcM^ess of the* i nst rumcntijt i on , hns been 

found in nnother study which indicateti tluit rnt i ru}s 

of student teachers by their university supervisors, 

coopervitiuH teiu:fier^s, and f)r i r^c i pi\ I s were s i 9n i i" i cont I y 

liitjher for students wlio hud been enn<^iVicd in the Metliods 

Lxperience IVoject than for students who hod followed 

20 

the traditional nuitliods course sequence. 

It may be necessary to af)ply othei^ operational 

definitions of effective teach incj behavior and to 

follow subjects tl^rouyfi subsequent experiences 

btd'oro any firm statements can bo made. 

Reality Shock and Teaching Behav^'or and Attitude . 

Anord»er fiictor ider\tified in this set of observations 

may also be confounding the results. Numerous studies 

have shown that tf\e rcuility shock wh i cl\ accottipan i es 

entry ir^to the lousiness of full-time teaching often 

cof^tributes to a lesser\inc) in ef f ect i ver^ess of teach- 

intj fuMd^ormance os well as to an ir»crease in negative 

21 . . 

attitudejs toward teach iny. Since data from this study 
have shown a significant rise in personal role conflict 
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on bc'fuiM' of the MLP s^roiips vuui s i c)n i f i Ciinl: differcnc(:s 
between tlie MLP c^roups ond th<? Camf>us t^roup on this 
vur i lib I e at t lui close of intervention, it s(?ems re ason — 
til)le to conclude thul: the MLP c^roups vivrc subjected to 
ti (itMjreo of r<;^»lity sliock not experienc€»d by the Cnmpus 
^roup. If thi.s is tfie cosc^, mciny students miqht well 
be iixf)ecl:ed to iJemonstrotc less effective tenclunc) 
belkivior^ iir^J less f)Ositive teucliinc^ cittitudes follow- 
i rKi such exposur^e. But such ear^y initiation into 
the reiility of teticftincj niic)lit also enable these sub- 
jects to avoid the deleterious effects which ore often 
cissoc i cittid vvitli t,\^e first years of full-time teaching 
and permit tfiem more ably to cope witli and pr^of it from 
subseL|uerit exf)er i ences . It cou concurreuit I y encour- 
acje self-selection out of tlie profession^ an^^^ if so^ 
wl^ether* this would entuil the more promisinc] or the 
less promising} candidates would need to be ascertained. 

i^ost-test VarM at i ons ainonc^ MEP Groups . The ijif- 
1 er^ences that were noted amony tUe tliree MEP groups 
at t lie c I osc of t he i nter vent i on need to be 9 i ven 
c I oser scrut i ny, A I tl^oucfi all subjects in these three 
groups spent three days eacli week in a public scliool 
cidssroorn ond returned to campus on two days for 
scheduled on-cornpus classes^ there is no reason to 
assume that the three MEP models were comparable. 
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LiJcli c)ri)up 01 stucicnts \v<;is curii' ront c(i with a iliffcr^crit 
cMid to cer'tciin extcr^t urnque public school c<^nt(v\t; 
no t\vo cjpoups held an idor^ticnl tocim of univerr.ity 
instructor's o I tliou^ili tht:rc^ were dup I i cat i or\s within 
t Ciirns . 

Vvticn tcdcfiintj hetiov i or^ wos arui I yzcd by b I ock i nc| 
tor schools, no nui i n el'fccts wone yieldec^, hut this 
inoy only rt?flect i ruidei<.jUtic> of contrc)! in the research 
evaluation desit)r\. lJt^t<»sted as wc I I tuis biM-iO tlie 
effect of vari cations in faculty ttrams upon tho por- 
fornicuice o1' students. However, analysis of subject- 
ive part i c ipant-'observor^ records submitted by these 
subjects points toward the substantial influence of 
these two variables - particularly with respect to 
affect i ve outcomes. 

Scfiool, cis well tis faculty effects upon e^rncrcjinn 
teacliiru) behaviors and attitudes need mucfi more care- 
f u I at tent i or> . 

Quest i ons 

At least five potentially productive questions 
have thus emerc^ed fr-om tfns initial evaluative effort-, 
and now make feasible mor^e precise deiir^eation of 
areas of i nve st i c}tit i on likely to provide useful and 
valid information foi" decision-making with i^espect 
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to t.lie i fiipr^ovurnt^ nt of curricula in the pno-Hrrvico 

e i.jucci1: i o(\ oi' elementtu^y tcucticr^s: 

1. /\re 9enorolizcd expcictnnc i es for internal 
versus exti rna I contro I of ro i nf or^comont 
c\ cr i t i c<j I i nt c^rvori i ruj vor i ab I c in the 
determ inut i on of effect i ve tcncl^ incj be- 
ll a v i or? 

2 . Uo pre-ser V i en e I cment ory cMiucat i on 

students tend to bt? In yfi I y external in 
the i tjcnerii I i zed exf)ectan c i vs for 
i ntfvrna I versus externa I cinit ro I of re- 
i nf or Cement? 

3- To kIuH: extent do specific vor idt ions in 
schoo I contexts in wh i cli studc^nts arc 
p I uced i n cor rcil nt i on w i tb i n struct i on 
i n rnethodo I 0(jy of te^icfi i ng d i f f erent i ci I I y 
of feet the i r t each i ng beho v i or arul att i - 
tude? 

4. To vvlujit extent do specific variations in 
facu I ty teams vvlio work wi t li stuiient s i n 
such contexts d i f f erer^t i a I ly affect the 
teacfnng befiavior and attitude of tfiose 
students? 

5. Ar^e there effects of instruction in the 



nettiods compofumt of th(^ tovicher^ educr^tion 
prot)r^irn wli i c\\ cwh: not {ipptirc-r)t ci t t\\e c I o^e 
of that instructional f^etMod but w!^ i cli can 
bo i dtM^t i 1' i ed i n sul)scqucnt s i tu^it i ona I 
cofjt exts ? 

Imp 1 i CK\t i ons of the Lva I \.u\t i on Study 

In conclusion it must dcjain bo invide cl(,*nr tluit 
til is study was immediately concerned witfi the evaluo- 
t i on of a specific component of the tevicher eJircntion 
curriculum r)rcscnt I y being i mp I omentc^d cit Bowling 
Green St<:ii:e Urn vers itVo However, its broa<Jer purpose 
wQs to i f I ustrcite tfu-; need for continuous research-- 
evoluuti on efforts in providing valid, meaningful, 
cuuJ timely i nf orinat i or^ to aid in making curricutor 
decisior^s. If, in rhe course of the effort, some 
potentially more genei^e I i ::ab I e findings have also 
emerged, tliat will add to the worth of the endeavor. 

As Scliwab has i nd i coted, curriculum is the 
language of the practical;^'" the curriculum planner' 
and i mp I ementer i s faced w i t h the need to make cho i ces 
in pr ob I emat i c set t: i ngs for wh i cti there are no v-'ci i f d , 
f u I ly app I I cable tt^eories, only possible a 1 1 eri^at i ves 
each o i" which is associated with a range of probc^ble 
consec^uences . Thus evaluation, as an integral part 
of curriculum cjevelopment in teacher education, must 
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also Utilize t\\v. Iiuuiutic^o of tlu-^ pnacticcH. For it; is 
vvith Jiv(?ru)C!nt values, Viiryinc] contexts, i neuua I i <: i os 
of inf)ut, tiltcrNinte processes, and oven ^livt^rse pro- 
ducts tluit teacher education currMculn are conciUMieH, 
It i :^ i nlor^nujt i on with respect to the linicjue cind cJy- 
nomi c comhiruition oi' NiirMables uh i cli exist witliin the 
context of u f>ar^tieular ins1:itutiGn that decision- 
mokcr^s in that institution need; they cannot wait for 
overarch incj tlieoriey which subsume all instances. 

Institutional ly defined efforts th<?rofor^c must 
provide tl^e impetus for" contiEUjous i rnpr ovemei^t of 
eoch teachur education program if university control led 
tcaclier education cumMcula ore to Jeniv(-' empirical 
vvj I i dat i of\ and preserve their diversity atid creativity 
in rhe process. 

lloptH"ully tf^e study reported fierce may botli firovicle 
useful informatiori and serve to encourage college of 
education taculty members in nil areas to join actively 
in continuing] such efforts. 



TARLi; 1 



Andl>'sis of ViU'iancr. on Fnctor M (Pretest) 





boLir'ce of 










Va f i ut i on 






MS 


F 



Between 50.2oi 3 10.753 3.413 (p^.O.S) 

Vvitlnn 750.859 153 4.907 

Total 801.121 150 



H3, L53; .05; = 2.07 

TABLt 2 



rvtuilysis of Variance on MTA I (Pretest) 





S 0 LI r- c t; o 1" 
Vur i cTt I on 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 



Between 5908.937 3 1909.045 3.130 (p^.05) 

Vutliin 90275.250 153 029.250 

Total 102184.187 150 



KU,153; .05) = 2.07 
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TABLt 3 
U-iiciilfi - Mcons ond t-Tes1:s 























') 

IX" 


X 


N 


t 


Postti'st 


5415 
5.137 


.0 

.u 


788 5^^9.0 
718109.0 

Group IV 


142.50 
135.18 


3S 
38 


2.37 
<.^V5) 


Posttest 


9928 
9483 


.0 
.0 


1524094.0 
1398515.0 


150.42 
143.08 


o6 


3.59 

(p <.0l) 



Table 4 

Factoi' C - Mcaris arid t-Te.sts 



Gr-otjp IV 

XX IX'^ X N t 

Pretest 475.0 3751.0 7.190 00 -2.57 

Posttest 514.0 4292.0 7.787 00 (p <.05) 



TABLE 5 

Ffictor H - Means and t-Tests 
Group I I I 

IX ix^ In t 



Prett»t>t 
l^osttest 



90.0 
107.0 



700.0 
821.0 



5.047 17 -2.097 
0.294 17 (p<.Ol) 
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TA3LL 0 





[•'octor N - Mivins on 


d t 


-Tost s 








GrouD 1 














X 


N 


t 


Pretest 
Posttest 


102.0 
200.0 


820.0 
1358.0 


4. 
5. 


203 38 
421 38 


-3.55(> 
(p< .01) 






TrtBLl: 7 










if\vet\tory 1 - Meiins 




t-Test a 










Group IV 
n 


X 


N 


t 


Prt^ttjst 
Posttest 


4H55.0 
4550. 0 


300259. 0 
323450.0 


73. 
o8. 


560 00 
939 00 


3.002 
(P<.01) 






TAF>LE 8 










Inventory 1 1 - Menns 


. an 


d t-Tests 










Group 1 










sx 




X 


N 


t 


Pretest 
Posttest 


2743.0 
3010.0 


203491. 0 
244192.0 


72. 
79. 


184 38 
368 38 


-3.250 
(p <.oi) 



Group I I 



Pretest 27^^1.0 210o01,0 75.027 36 -4.446 

Posttest 3017.0 2bOzlO1.0 83.805 30 (p«<.0l) 



T.\BLL y 
MTaI - Mciinj; lllu^ t-Test.s 









Gfoup 1 1 








i A 




h 


t 


Prelum st 


1 5ob .0 


99284.0 4,1.555 


30 


-3.417 


Posttest, 


1942.0 


132220.0 53.944 


30 


(p < .01) 






TAB LI 10 








- t-Te 


fits Vor Adjustt^d Gi^oup 




(Posttcst) 




1 


1 1 


1 1 1 


IV 




0.0 


<.05 0.0 






Group 1 1 


2.503 






Groijr> 1 1 1 


1.884 


U.S. 0.109 U.S. 0 


.0 




Group IV 


0.020 


M.S. 2.202 <.05 1 


.500 


n.s. 0.0 


Totci! MLP 






1.504 n.s. 






TABLL 11 






Fact or^ 


N - t-T 


t;sts for AJjusteii Group 


Mt;anG 


(Post test) 




1 


1 1 


1 1 1 


IV 



Grovj[i I 0.0 

Group I I 2.458 < .05 0.0 

Group III 2.747 < .01 0.80? n.s. 0.0 

Group IV 3.715 < .001 0,889 n.s. -0.190 n.s. U.O 

Total MLP 1.780 n.s. 
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TA8LL 12 

r<.»cl:ot' C - t;-Ti'st.:s lor A > j,i iisl" r d Ut'oiip Hivins 1, l'ov> t-fi> t-t 



Oroup IV 



I i 



0.0 

■ I .01)4 < . 10 0.0 

0.3-2 /i.s. 1.0 3:i 

0.074 p. .s. .l.NL'^ 



i< . s . 0 . 0 

<.oi o.,i79 



0.0 

1.751 n.s 



1 .1 v«.Tit or'N I - 1;-Tests I'or >uljusl:e<J Gr-oup M<'iins (\)st tcs t. ) 



I I 



I I I 



I V 



^-Jroup I 

vJPOUp 1 I 

Vjt>OU() I I 1 

Uf'oup IV 

Tot.il MLP 



0.0 

0 . 049 
1 . 209 
4.204 



n . s . 0 . U 
n.s. 

< .001 4.UtJ0 



n.s. 



^).0 



<.001 1.S02 n.s. 



0 . 0 

4'..1B2 <.0Ol 



TABLl 14 

Inventory 11 - »:-Ti;Kts for Adjustnl Gnoiip Moons (Posttfst) 



m IV 



^JPOUp 


1 


0.0 












Group 


1 1 


-0.985 


U.S. 


0.0 








vSl-vMlp 


1 1 1 


2.135 


< .05 


2.899 


< .01 


u.o 






IV 


3.072 


< .001 


4.700 


< .001 


0.450 


n.s. 0.0 


Totd 1 


MLP 












3.701 
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TAtai. IS 






MTA 


1 - t-To^ 




Of A^l,i u;jtci< 


Cit'cMip Means (Postt.i'st ) 






1 




1 1 


Mi IV 




1 


0.0 








^1 1" O U p 


1 1 


-0.470 


n .a . 


0.0 






1 1 1 


-U.210 


(US. 


O.U)8 n 


.y.. 0.0 


Gr'oup 


IV 


1 .450 


M.S. 




.s. 1.313 M.S. 0.0 


Totd 1 


Ml.P 








2.133 < .05 



TaHLL U) 
l-[. Sciili; - Moiin Scocos 





N 


Protest 


PoHttost 


Oroup 1 


3S 


1 1 .005 


11 .7(v3 


Cn-oup 1 1 


30 


12. 138 


11 .22:2 


Group 1 1 1 


17 


11.470 


11 .529 


Group 1 V 


DO 


10.575 


10.924 






TABLL L7 




Two-V/uy Ano 1 ys i 


js of 


V«u' t cuice on TSUT 


U'osttest) 



Vtir i tit i on 


SS 




Mi3 


F 




1 -L iicu 1 c 


1114.00 




557.00 


3.231 


(p <.05) 


Group 


371.00 


3 


123.00 


0.717 




i nte roct i on 


1077.00 


0 


279. 50 


1.621 


n .s. 


\m th i n 


249^)0.00 


145 


172.34 






Toto 1 


28152. OU 


150 
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